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Continued Examination 
A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this appUcation is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1,1 14. AppUcant's submission filed on 8/16/2006 has been entered. 

Claims Status 

Claims 1-30, 36, 38-44, and 46-48 are pending, claims 31-35, 37 and 45 having been 
canceled. Claims 1-30, 36, 38-44, and 46-48 are rejected as detailed below. 

Specification 

The attempt to incorporate subject matter into this application by reference to [Atty. 
Docket No. 1 12056-0002] is ineffective because it does not include the Application Serial 
Number and the filing date. Furthermore, applicant is requested to confirm that above 
application has been published for proper incorporation in instant application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described 

f 

in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that 
the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claim 1 recites "an initiator process that establishes a swarm of messages with respect to 
the storage system transaction entries and delivers the swarm to the file system." The 
specification does not include a clear and concise description of the manner and process of 
establishing a swarm of messages such that a skilled artisan would be convinced that at the time 
of filing instant application, the inventor had possession of the invention. Particularly, applicant 
states in the second paragraph of page 13 "when a swarm is established, it is passed as a single 
group from the initiator process 332 to the WAFL process upon reply. WAFL then processes 
these messages in a somewhat arbitrary order as part of the overall swarm." A completely 
different concept is given in paragraph 3 of page 13 which includes "To support a procedure for 
ensuring that the proper processing order is maintained for a swarm, each message is initially 
provided by the initiator process with a with a logical "transaction block" 502. The transaction 
blocks each contain a state variable 504 and a pointer 506, each associated with a discrete 
message 401 of the swarm, and pointing to a discrete log entry 402 in the NVRAM log. The 
transaction blocks 502 are mapped one-to-one with each message. In this example, a swarm of 
200 messages 401, corresponding to 200 transaction blocks 504 are grouped." Processing the 
messages in a somewhat arbitrary order as part of the overall swarm is certainly very different to 
providing each message with a logical transaction block. It appears that at the time of filing 
instant application, the inventor did not have possession of the invention. 
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The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Where applicant acts as his or her own lexicographer to specifically define a term of a 
claim contrary to its ordinary meaning, the written description must clearly redefine the claim 
term and set forth the uncommon definition so as to put one reasonably skilled in the art on 
notice that the applicant intended to so redefine that claim term. Process Control Corp, v. 
HydReclaim Corp., 190 F.3d 1350, 1357, 52 USPQ2d 1029, 1033 (Fed. Cir. 1999). The term 
"swarm of messages" in claim 1 is used by the claim to mean "a moving mass, crowd or throng," 
while the accepted meaning is "group of messages." The term is indefinite because the 
specification does not clearly redefine the term. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C, 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the appUcability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-4, 8-24, 26-30, 36, 38-40 and 46-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over US Pat No 5,440,726 issued to Fuchs et al (hereafter Fuchs) in view of 
US Pat No 5,588,1 17 issued to Karp et al (hereafter Karp) and fiirther in view of US Pat No 
6,128,762 issued to Jadav et al (hereafter Jadav). 
Claims K 10, 15. 20. 26. 36. and 46: 
Fuchs discloses: 

a log in the backup memory containing storage system transaction entries accumulated after a 
consistency point at which time results of the transaction entries are committed to the disk array 
[Fuchs, col 3, lines 28-33] 

Fuchs discloses the essential elements of the claimed invention as noted above but does not 
disclose an initiator process that establishes a swarm of messages with respect to the transaction 
request entries and delivers the swarm to the file system. Karp discloses an initiator process that 
establishes a swarm of messages with respect to the transaction request entries and delivers the 
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swarm to the file system [Fig 2, col 3, lines 25-45]/ It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Fuchs to include an initiator 
process that establishes a swarm of messages with respect to the transaction request entries and 
delivers the swarm to the file system as taught by Karp for the purpose of estabhshing a 
communications protocol using group ordered message processing [Karp, abstract]. 

The combination of Fuchs and Karp discloses the essential elements of the claimed invention 
as noted above but is silent regarding a parallel disk-information retrieval process in the file 
system that is carried out on the swarm of messages in parallel Jadav discloses a disk- 
information retrieval process in the file system that is carried out on the swarm of messages [Fig 
1, col 3, line 49 through col 4, line 2]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify the above combination of references to include 
a parallel disk-information retrieval process in the file system that is carried out on the swarm of 
messages as taught by Jadav for the purpose of providing a RAID system which includes parallel 
computing architecture [Jadav, col 2, lines 4-10]. 
Claim 2: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 1 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein each of the messages of the swarm is identified 
by a transaction block including a pointer to one of the transaction request entries in the log, 
respectively, and a state that indicates whether each of the messages is one of (a) newly 
transferred to the file system [col 3, lines 17-26]. 
Claim 3: 



' swarm of messages is interpreted as group of messages per the specification 
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The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claims 1 and 2 as 
noted above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the prerequisite event is completion of the 
load phase and a modify phase with respect to another of the messages [col 14, lines 1 1-32] 
Claim 4: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claims 1-3 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the initiator process is adapted to retransfer each 
of the messages incapable of being subject to a load phase until the prerequisite event occurs to 
the file system for completion of the load phase after the prerequisite event occurs respectively 
[col 16, lines 39-53] 
Claim 8: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 1 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the backup memory comprises a non-volatile 
random access memory (NVRAM) [col 3, line 5]. 
Claim 9: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 1 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the storage system comprises a network storage 
appliance [title] 
Claim 11: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 10 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein each of the messages of the swarm is identified 
by a transaction block including a pointer to one of the transaction request entries in the log, 
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respectively, and a state that indicates whether each of the messages is one of (a) newly 
transferred to the file system [col 3, Unes 17-26]. 
Claim 12: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claims 10 and 1 1 as 
noted above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the prerequisite event is completion of the 
load phase and a modify phase with respect to another of the messages [col 14, lines 11-32] 
Claim 13: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav of claims 10-12 as noted above and 
furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the initiator process is adapted to retransfer each of the 
messages incapable of being subject to a load phase until the prerequisite event occurs to the file 
system for completion of the load phase after the prerequisite event occurs respectively [col 16, 
lines 39-53] 
Claim 14: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 10 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the storage system comprises a network storage 
appliance [Fig 1, item 12 and col 5, lines 57-65] 
Claim 16: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 15 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses establishing for each of the messages of the swarm, a 
transaction block including a pointer to one of the transaction request entries in the log, 
respectively, in the log and a state that indicates whether each of the messages is one of : 
(a) newly transferred to the file system [col 3, lines 17-26], 
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Claim 17: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claims 15 and 16 as 
noted above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the prerequisite event is completion of the 
load phase and a modify phase with respect to another of the messages [col 14, lines 1 1-32] 
Claim 18: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claims 15-17 as 
noted above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the initiator process is adapted to 
retransfer each of the messages incapable of being subject to a load phase until the prerequisite 
event occurs to the file system for completion of the load phase after the prerequisite event 
occurs respectively [col 16, lines 39-53] 
Claim 19: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 15 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the storage system comprises a network storage 
appliance [Fig 1, item 12 and col 5, lines 57-65]. 
Claim 21: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 20 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses each of the messages of the swarm is identified by a 
transaction block including a pointer to one of the transaction request entries [col 3, lines 17-26]. 
Claim 22: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 20 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses a state that indicates whether each of the messages is one 
of (a) newly transferred to the file system [col 3, lines 17-26]. 
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Claim 23: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claims 20 and 22 as 
noted above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the prerequisite event is completion of the 
load phase and a modify phase with respect to another of the messages [col 14, lines 1 1-32]. 
Claim 24: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claims 20-23 as 
noted above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the initiator process is adapted to 
retransfer each of the messages incapable of being subject to a load phase until the prerequisite 
event occurs to the file system for completion of the load phase afler the prerequisite event 
occurs respectively [col 16, lines 39-53] 
Claim 27: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 26 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses each of the messages of the swarm is identified by a 
transaction block including a pointer to one of the transaction request entries [col 3, lines 17-26]. 
Claim 28: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 20 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses a state that indicates whether each of the messages is one 
of (a) newly transferred to the file system [col 3, Hnes 17-26]. 
Claim 29: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claims 20 and 28 as 
noted above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the prerequisite event is completion of the 
load phase and a modify phase with respect to another of the messages [col 14, lines 11-32] 
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Claim 30: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claims 20, 28 and 
29 as noted above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses wherein the initiator process is adapted to 
retransfer each of the messages incapable of being subject to a load phase until the prerequisite 
event occurs to the file system for completion of the load phase after the prerequisite event 
occurs respectively [col 16, lines 39-53] 
Claim 38: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 1 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses a third process that modifies at least some messages in 
the swarm of messages based on the order in which storage system transactions entries were 
stored in the log [col 1 1, lines 3-19]. 
Claim 39: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 10 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses a third process that modifies at least some messages in 
the swarm of messages based on the order in which storage system transactions entries were 
accumulated in the log [col 1 1, lines 3-19]. 
Claim 40: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 26 as noted 
above and furthermore, Fuchs discloses a third process that modifies at least some messages in 
the swarm of messages based on the order in which storage system transactions entries were 
accumulated in the log [col 1 1, lines 3-19]. 
Claims 47 and 48: 
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The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses: 
a backup memory storing a plurality of transaction entries [Fuchs, abstract] 
a first process that establishes a swarm of messages with respect to the transaction entries 
and delivers the swarm of messages to the operating system [Karp, col 3, lines 50-65] 

a second process that performs a parallel LOAD phase for a plurality of messages in the 
swarm of messages where the LOAD phase is processes by commingling one or more steps of 
the LOAD phase applied to each message of the swarm of messages [Jadav, col 3, lines 50-60] 
a third process that performs a MODIFY phase for at least some messages in the swarm 
of messages, the MODIFY phase operating on messages based on the order in which the 
transaction entries were stored in the backup memory [Karp, col 3, lines 35-45] 

L Claims 5 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav and further in view of Pub No 2003/013 1 190 issued to 
Park et al (hereafter Park). 
Claim 5: . 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav Fuchs discloses the elements of claims 1- 4 as 
noted above but does not disclose wherein the initiator is adapted to establish a skip state with 
respect to a skipped messages for which a portion of the disk array associated therewith is 
unavailable, the skip state thereby omitting the skipped messages from the swarm. Park 
discloses wherein the initiator is adapted to estabUsh a skip state with respect to a skipped 
messages for which a portion of the disk array associated therewith is unavailable, the skip state 
thereby omitting the skipped messages from the swarm [paragraph 9]. It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the above 
combination of references to include wherein the initiator is adapted to establish a skip state with 
respect to a skipped messages for which a portion of the disk array associated therewith is 
unavailable, the skip state thereby omitting the skipped messages from the swarm as taught by 
Park. The ordinarily skilled artisan would have been motivated to modify the above combination 
of references per the above for the purpose of purpose of skipping defective sectors [paragraph 
9]. 

Claim 25 . 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 20 as noted 
above but does not disclose wherein the initiator is adapted to establish a skip state with respect 
to a skipped messages for which a portion of the disk array associated therewith is unavailable, 
the skip state thereby omitting the skipped messages from the swarm. Park discloses wherein the 
initiator is adapted to establish a skip state with respect to a skipped messages for which a 
portion of the disk array associated therewith is unavailable, the skip state thereby omitting the 
skipped messages from the swarm [paragraph 9]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the above combination of references 
to include wherein the initiator is adapted to estabUsh a skip state with respect to a skipped 
messages for which a portion of the disk array associated therewith is unavailable, the skip state 
thereby omitting the skipped messages from the swarm as taught by Park. The ordinarily skilled 
artisan would have been motivated to modify the above combination of references per the above 
for the purpose of purpose of skipping defective sectors [paragraph 9]. 
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2. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav and further in view of US Pat No 6,330,570 issued to 
Crighton (hereafter Crighton). 
Claim 6: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 4 as noted 
above but fails to disclose wherein the file system includes a panic state adapted to alert an 
operator if a message received from the initiator in the swarm is a message incapable of being 
subject to a load phase until a prerequisite event occurs. Crighton discloses a failure in reading a 
file or writing the file to the backup apparatus triggers a warning message [col 2, lines 34-36]. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the above combination of references to obtain wherein the file system includes a panic 
state adapted to alert an operator if a message received from the initiator in the swarm is a 
message incapable of being subject to a load phase until a prerequisite event occurs. The 
ordinarily skilled artisan would have been motivated to modify the above combination of 
references per the above for the purpose of alerting an operator if a backup has not been 
successfully completed [col 2, lines 26-30]. 
Claim 7: 

The combination of Fuchs, Karp and Jadav discloses the elements of claim 4 as noted 
above but fails to disclose wherein the file system includes a panic state adapted top alert an 
operator if a message is retransferred by the initiator process is a message incapable of being 
subject to a load phase until a prerequisite event occurs. Crighton discloses a failure in reading a 
file or writing the file to the backup apparatus triggers a warning message [col 2, lines 34-36]. It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the combination of Fuchs *726 and Crighton '726 to include wherein the file system 
includes a panic state adapted top alert an operator if a message is retransferred by the initiator 
process is a message incapable of being subject to a load phase until a prerequisite event occurs. 
The ordinarily skilled artisan would have been motivated to modify the combination of Fuchs 
and Crighton as per the above for the purpose of alerting an operator if a backup has not been 
successfully completed [col 2, lines 26-30]. 

3. Claims 41-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by US Pat No 
5,440,726 issued to Fuchs et al (hereafter Fuchs). 
Claims 41, 44: 

Fuchs discloses: 

a backup memory storing a plurality of file system transaction entries [Fig 1, 82] 
a second process that performs a load phase in a concurrent manner for a plurality of 

messages in the swarm of messages [col 14, lines 11-32] 

a third process that performs a modify phase for at least some messages in the swarm of 

messages, the modify phase operating on messages based on the order in which file system 

transaction entries were stored in the backup memory [col 1 1, lines 3-19] 

Fuchs discloses the essential elements of the claimed invention as noted above but does not 

disclose a first process that establishes a swarm of messages with respect to the file system. 

Karp discloses but does not disclose a first process that estabUshes a swarm of messages with 

respect to the file system [Fig 2, col 3, lines 25-45]. It would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Fuchs to include but does 
not disclose a first process that establishes a swarm of messages with respect to the file system as 
taught by Karp for the purpose of estabUshing a communications protocol using group ordered 
message processing [Karp, abstract]. 
Claim 42: 

The combination of Fuchs and Karp discloses the elements of claim 41 as noted above, 
and furthermore, Fuchs discloses a fourth process that determines whether a file system 
transaction entry corresponds to a file system transaction that can be performed right away [col 
10, lines 15-40] 
Claim 43: 

The combination of Fuchs and Karp discloses the elements of claims 41 and 42 as noted 
above and furthermore Fuchs discloses wherein the fourth process, in response to determining 
that the file system transaction cannot be performed right away, associates the file system 
transaction entry with a load retry state until a prior prerequisite transaction is performed [col 10, 
lines 15-40] 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed June 30, 2006 have been fully considered but are not 
persuasive for the reasons given below. 
Applicant Argues: 

Applicant states in the third paragraph of page 13: 
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Applicant respectfully urges that Fuchs, Karp, and Jaday, taken alone or in combination do not 
teach or disclose Applicant's claimed novel "a parallel disk information retrieval process in the 
file system that is carried out on the swarm of messages in parallel by one or more processors 
within the storage system." 
Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to 
show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the claims are interpreted in light 
of the specification without reading limitations from the specification into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir, 1993), 

The claim language "swarm of messages" when interpreted according to the specification 
is simply a group of messages. Support for this conclusion is provided by applicant in 
Amendment of February 27, 2006, paragraph 3 which states: 

Applicant uses the standard definition for 'swarm of messages' which is a 'group of messages' 
as shown in the specification page 5, lines 7-8, which states 'a technique for transferring a group 
of cline transaction request entries the file system as a swarm of messages. 

A common dictionary^ definition for "group" the following is obtained: 
basic general word expressing the simple of idea of an assembly of persons animals or things 
without further connotation. Examiner concludes that "swarm of messages" can be interpreted 
as a group of messages, i.e., an assembly of messages without further connotation. Considering 
above definition of "swarm of messages" the following disclosure by Karp is pertinent: 

Karp discloses the following in column 2, lines 27-33: 



^ Webster's New World Dictionary, Fourth Edition. 
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The sending portion includes a control unit for segmenting the messages to be sent into groups, 
assigning a required number of messages value to each of the groups, and sending the messages 
together with the required number of messages value associated therewith to the another of the 
processing nodes. 

Furthermore, Jadav discloses a parallel disk information retrieval process [Fig 1, col 3, 
line 49 through col 4, line 2] 

Furthermore, Karp discloses one or more processors [col 5, line 60 through col 6, line 

20]. 

Applicant Argues: 

Applicant states in the last paragraph of page 13: 

There is no disclosure in Jadav to process the swarm of messages I parallel by one or 
more processors within the storage system because Jadav describes stand-alone computers 
running on their own operating system. In contrast. Applicant's invention uses a storage system 
for processing the plurality (swarm) of messages in parallel through multiple processors or a 
single processor within the storage system. 
Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. In response to apphcant's arguments against the references 
individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F,2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 19S\), In re Merck & Co., 800F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Jadav discloses the following in column 3, line 49 thorough column 4, line 2: 

In preferred embodiments, the computers 6a, b, c run parallel processing software, such as the 
ORACLE PARALLEL SERVER. TM., the MICROSOFT.RTM. Wolfpack Clustering System or 
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any other clustering software. ORACLE PARALLEL SERVER is a trademark of Oracle 
Corporation; MICROSOFT is a registered trademark of Microsoft Corporation, This parallel 
processing software allows the computers 6a, b, c to share storage devices 10a, b, c such that any 
node 4a, b, c may access any block in any of the storage devices 10a, b, c. This parallel 
architecture allows data to be distributed across different storage devices 10a, b, c throughout the 
shared device system 2. The parallel processing software, implemented in the computers 6a, b, c, 
may perform logical locking to insure that only one write request is made to a block in any of the 
storage devices 10a, b, c, at any given time and to insure that an application does not attempt to 
read a block being modified by another application. To perform logical locking under control of 
the parallel processing software, the computers 6a, b, c would exchange messages, data, and 
information via the additional network 13. The adaptors 8a, b, c perform physical locking. 

Jadav discloses parallel processing as noted above. 
Applicant Argues: 

Applicant states in the second paragraph of page 14: 
Fuchs discloses replaying the message in the order they are received. In contrast to Fuchs, 
Applicant's invention processes the plurality messages by comminghng the steps of the 
messages (i.e., not processing each, entire message in the order received) or using multiple 
processors to process the messages in parallel (i.e., not in the order they are received because for 
example 2 or 3 messages are processed at one time). Fuchs does not have the capability nor does 
Fuchs suggest processing the messages other than in the order they are received. 
Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to 
show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant 
relies (i.e., processing the messages other than in the order they are received) are not recited in 
the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations 
from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
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